
NOTES

of a festival in St. John not accompanied by the mention of a visit
to Jerusalem, Jo. vi 4, is thrown back to the beginning of the Ministry.

It is a more difficult question when we ask ourselves what support, if
any, the arrangement found in Tatian gives to the hypothesis that any
of the transpositions in the Fourth Gospel which have been urged on
us by modern critics were present in the text on which he worked. But
Prof. Bacon's claim, that ' all the major transpositions [of his scheme]
are supported by Tatian,' goes far beyond the facts, seeing that Tatian.
has three Passovers and Prof. Bacon only two, or in other words that
Tatian places Jo. ii 13 before, but Prof. Bacon after, Jo. vii' 31—xii.
I think it quite improbable that Tatian's text of the Fourth Gospel
really differed from our own in transposing Jo. ii 13—iii 21 even so
far as the middle of ch. vii, for the explanation which I have suggested
above seems quite sufficient to account for its position in the Diates-
saron. But it still remains possible (I do not think more can be said)
that some of the lesser transpositions of which I spoke above as
proposed, independently of Tatian, on internal grounds, and which,
are as a matter of fact found also in Tatian, may have actually existed
in Tatian's text of St. John. Thus Archdeacon Norris' transposition of
chapters vi and v is found also in Tatian: though it should in strictness
be added that between Jo. vi and v Tatian inserts also Jo. iv 4-45 a.
On the other hand, Wendt's separation in ch. vii between the account of
Tabernacles and the paragraph which he transfers to chap, v (w. 15-
24) is directly contradicted by the Diatessaron, which does indeed
make a separation in the middle of the chapter, but after v. 30 not
v. 14. In the account of the trial in Jo. xviii our present text of
Tatian follows closely our present text of St. John, and gives no
support to Spitta and the Sinai Syriac: but it is possible that this is
one of the places where the Arabic translator, or some predecessor of
his, may have restored the form of text familiar to him.

2. EPIPHANIUS' CHRONOLOGY OF THE MINISTRY,.

It may not be out of place to utilise this opportunity for calling
attention to another attempt in early times at a harmony of the Gospels,
made with special reference to chronological questions, and based on
an arrangement of the time-notices in St. John which in some details is
even more peculiar than that of Tatian—to whom indeed I had at one
time thought this later ' Diatessaron' was directly indebted.

In the fifty-first chapter of his Panarion Epiphanius is concerned
with the ' heresy' of certain persons who rejected the Fourth Gospel
and Apocalypse, and whom he therefore denominates on his own
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account 'opponents of the.Logos' or Alogi1. They appear to have1

1 I venture to believe, contrary to the opinion of many or most modern scholars,
that the Alogi were not opponents of Montanism but themselves an offshoot of the
Montanists—that they rejected the Fourth Gospel not because it contained the
promise of the Paraclete, but because according to it the Paraclete was promised,
to the Apostles, while the Montanists of course identified the dispensation of the
Paraclete with the appearance of Montanus. Not only is the Fourth Gospel in
itself wholly alien to the Montanist temper, but it was specially and intimately
connected with the very men with whom the Montanists found themselves from
the first in conflict. If we bear in mind the deep-seated antagonism between the
inhabitants of the Phrygian highland and their Greek neighbours of the province
of Asia, can we wonder that one branch of that original Montanist movement to
which all intelligent Christianity was so abhorrent, was consistent enough to cut
itself off not only from the contemporary church of Melito of Sardis and Claudius
Apolhnaris of Hierapolis, but from the source of their theology, the Johannine
Gospel itself?

The evidence seems to me much more in favour of this view than of its opposite.
Our only authorities for this sect are Epiphanius {Haer. li and liv) and Irenaeus
(Haer. Ill xi 9 [xi 12]). Irenaeus, after writing of the Four Gospels, goes on
to speak of those who had more or fewer Gospels. Marcion rejects the whole
Gospel : the Valentinians have more than the canonical Gospels: others reject
only St. John. These ' others,' he tells us, reject St. John, ' in order to make
void the gift of the Spirit which in the last times has been poured out on the
human race.' Irenaeus is of course referring to the Pentecostal outpouring: but
anti-Montanists certainly did not reject the Gospel in orler to frustrate the Pente-
costal gift, but ' in order to frustrate' Montanus. The only people who could reject
the Gospel ' in order to' reject the Pentecostal outpouring on the Church, would
be Montanists themselves. And so Irenaeus goes on to say that these ' unhappy '
people ' pseudoprophetae quidem esse uolunt; propheticam uero gratiam repellunt
ab ecclesia': a straightforward statement which can only be avoided by unwar-
ranted tampering with the text. I may add that, if I err in this interpretation
of Irenaeus, I err in the good company of Tillemont, Grabe, and Massuet.

Epiphanius commences his account of the Theodotians (Haer. liv) with the words
aviart) vaXiv QI6SOT6S TIS air6aitaO pa imapx<"" i" "JS wpofipr]p{yr]s 'A\6yov alpiaaus -riys
6.pvovpivr\s TO Kara 'loiavvriv dayytfaov «ai rbv h airy iv ipXB Svra Ofdv \6yov K.T.K.,
words which certainly do not justify the writer on the Alogi in the Dictionary of
C/msttan Biography (1 87a) in saying that Epiphanius 'traces their origin to Theo-
dotus.' But in fact Epiphanius, I think, is merely trying somehow or another to
string on his new subject with some preceding one, and found in Theodotus'
humanitarianism a feature which it was obvious to connect with the rejection of that
Gospel which specially proclaimed the Godhead of Christ: I do not believe that he
is here drawing on any of his authorities. In any case the whole point of the story
which follows about Theodotus' apostasy under persecution, lies in his appeal to
St. John's Gospel as the authority for calling Christ avBpomos (Jo. viii 40) : ipas,
(prjaiv, on &v6pa-n6s tarm. But if Theodotus used St. John's Gospel, he can have
had nothing to do with the Alogi.

There remains only Epiphanius' account of the Alogi themselves (Haer. li) : and
here it is to be noted, (i) that the account of the Alogi is introduced with the words
KaBf^rjS TOVTQJV rwv alpioeaiv, fiCTcL rijv tcarcL Qpvyas TC KCU KVIVTIWICLVOVS xal Tefftjtpfo'-
KaidtKaTiTas OUTOJ KaKovnevovs ave<pvij TO) 0iw aXptois Iripa.—1. e. the Alogi are placed
in immediate connexion with the Montanist group, (a) Cataphrygian, (4) Quintillian
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attributed the Johannine writings generally to Cerinthus; of specific
objections we learn of three made against the Gospel and one against
the Apocalypse. With the latter—the objection that the Apocalypse
records a message to the angel of the Church of Thyatira, when in fact
there was no Church at Thyatira at all—we are not concerned, except
in so far as Epiphanius' answer to it throws light on his chronological
capacity. It is quite true, he says, that Alogi and Montanists perverted
the whole Church of Thyatira, ninety-three years after the Ascension :
but now, at the time of writing, 112 years later, there is a Church and
an increasing one. Since Epiphanius wrote his Panarion about A. D. 3 74,
or 345 years after the Ascension, there is a gap of no less than a
hundred and forty years somewhere in his calculation

Of the three objections to the Gospel, one is doctrinal, two are chrono-
logical. The former (li 18) is based on the near connexion of Jo. i 14
6 Xdyor oap£ iyevero with ii I ydpos iyivero iv Kava TTJS YakCkaias: from
which one would conclude that the Gospel was rejected as giving
countenance to the Marcionite edition of St. Luke, 'in the fifteenth
year of Tiberius Caesar Jesus came down [from heaven] to Capernaum,
a city of Galilee.'

The remaining objections raised by the Alogi against the Fourth
Gospel were both based on supposed discrepancies of its chronology
from that of the Synoptists. The other Evangelists, they urged, relate
that our Lord after His Baptism spent forty days in the wilderness
being tempted of the devil, and only then returned and 'took up'
His disciples; whereas the Fourth Gospel follows up the Baptism without
any interval by the call of the disciples and the marriage at Cana. The
other Evangelists, again, speak of one Passover, while the Fourth Gospel
mentions the observance by the Saviour of two (li 22).

In answer to these objections, and to others raised by hostile critics—
he mentions the names of Porphyry, Celsus and Philosabbatius as
asking how the Lucan and Matthaean accounts of the Nativity can
be reconciled, seeing that the one says that on the night after the
Nativity the angel directed Joseph to flee into Egypt, while the other

or Pepuzian, (c) Quartodeciman, which latter Epiphanius regards as sprung from
mixture of the two former: (ii) in the story (referred to in the text) about the Church
of Thyatira (Haer. li 33) Epiphanius writes ivotKtja&vTwv yelp TOVTUV iitfioe «ai TOIV
tcarci Qpvyas . . . /ur^ytyxav rijv iraoav TT6\IV (IS TI)V aitav atpeotv, and a few lines
later describes the same process as rire Si fi naaa IKKAIJCTI'O iKtvii9r\ th rf)v xarcL
Qpvyas—in other words the Thyatiran apostasy is first spoken of as due to Alogi
and Montanists, and then to Montanists alone, while the singular atpcatv is used
where we should expect alpiaeis if the two sects had been in radical opposition.

Since the choice appears to lie between regarding the Alogi either as a quasi-
Montanist or as a definitely anti-Montanist school, the former view appears to me
decidedly the more probable.
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tecounts the Presentation in'the Temple at Jerusalem forty days after
the Nativity (li 8)—Epiphanius first gives a general sketch of the charac-
teristics of each Evangelist, and then proceeds to a detailed attempt at
harmony on his own account.

St. Luke gives the story of the first two years of Christ's life:
St. Matthew passes at once from the Nativity to the time when He
was two years of age, and the coming of the Magi coincided with
a second journey of Joseph and Mary from their home at Nazareth
to Bethlehem. The Birth of Christ took place on January 6 in the
forty-second year of Augustus in the consulship of Octavius Augustus xiii
and Silanus [B. C. 2] : the visit of the Magi on the same day two years
later: the Baptism when He was ' nigh on being' thirty years of age,
on November 8, at the end of the consulship of Silanus and Nerva
[A.D. 28]. The Baptism was followed immediately by the forty days of
the Temptation, and these by a stay of rather more than a fortnight
at Nazareth: then came the events of Jo. i 29 ff., the first call of the
apostles—of whom, however, Andrew and those with him returned for
the time to their work—and then on the sixtieth day from the Baptism,
January 6 [A.D. 29], the marriage at Cana and the miracle of turning
the water into wine. After this Christ came and settled in the parts of
Capernaum and began to work other miracles, such as the healing
of the man with the withered hand1 and of Peter's wife's mother. Only
then did He return to Nazareth and read the passage from Isaiah in the
synagogue, Luc. iv 16-30: this episode is postponed after Luc. iv 31-41
in order to account for verse 23, 'whatsoever things we have heard
of as done in Capernaum, do here also.' Then follows the comment
' and he did nothing there because of their unbelief.' Oehler's edition
gives no marks of quotation, but there can be no doubt that the words
are taken from Me. vi 5 (cf. Matt, xiii 58), the point of connexion being
' Is not this the son of Joseph ? . . . No prophet is accepted in his
own country,' Luc. iv 22 b, 24, compare Me. vi 3, 4. It is a remarkable
coincidence, and I had at first thought it was more than a coincidence,
that Tatian also (xvii §§ 42, 43, 48) connects Luc. iv 23, 24 with Me. vi 4, 5
(Matt, xiii 55 ff.) : both Tatian and Epiphanius further insert in Me. vi 5
the words 'because of their unbelief,' as in Matt, xiii s8(contrast Me. vi 6).
But Tatian, unlike Epiphanius, divides St. Luke's account of the Nazareth
episode into two parts (at verse 2 2 b), and transposes the second part
to a later point in the Gospel history—in fact to the visit to Nazareth
recorded in Matt, xiii, Me. vi.

Epiphanius next adopts St. Matthew's statement (iv 13) that our Lord
1 It is natural to suppose that this is a mere slip of the pen for ' the man with

the unclean spirit,' Me. i 23 = Luc. iv 33. But the slip, if such it is, is made twice
by Epiphanius, Haer. li §§ 15, 17.

 at E
ast C

arolina U
niversity on July 11, 2015

http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/


NOTES I i g

left Nazareth and settled at Capernaum, and makes the final call of
Andrew and Peter, James and John, to follow at this point. ' Thence
and afterwards' He began teaching ' in all Galilee and in Judaea' (li 15).

The first year of the Ministry is ' the acceptable year of the Lord'
(Luc. iv 19 = Is. lxi 2), that is, as Epiphanius glosses it, a year of preach-
ing which met with no opposition. 'For during the thirty-first year
of His Human Manifestation (ivo-apKov rrapova-iat) He preached, and all
welcomed Him, and neither Jews nor Gentiles nor Samaritans spoke
against Him, but all heard Him gladly. In which year He went up to
Jerusalem, after the Baptism and the events which followed it as far
as the choice of the disciples : returning from the Temptation to the
Jordan, and passing over the sea of Tiberias [Jo. vi 1 ?], and visiting
Nazareth, He went up to Jerusalem. And in the middle1 of the feast
He cried saying, If any man thirsts, let him come to Me and drink
[Jo. vii 37]: and so He went back to Nazareth and to Judaea and to
Samaria and to the parts of Tyre. And when the first year was
completed He went up again to Jerusalem, and now they sought to
seize Him at the feast and were afraid [Jo. vii 30]—at the feast namely
of which He said, I go not up at this feast [Jo. vii 8], meaning this not
in the literal sense—for " At the middle of the feast" he did go up
[Jo. vii 14], when men said, Is not this He whom they sought to seize?
and lo! He speaketh freely : have the priests then learned that this is
the Christ ? but we know whence this man is [Jo. vii 25-27]—but in the
mystical sense that it was not at that feast that He would "go up"
to the cross, and after His resurrection from the dead "go up" to heaven.
But after two years were completed, in the third year of the Ministry he
accomplished the mystery of the Passion' (li 25).

It is very difficult to say whether this confused conception of the
chronology of the Ministry is evolved by Epiphanius out of his own
head — a head which certainly had a quite unrivalled capacity for
confusion — or whether it rests at least in part on a recollection of
earlier Harmonies. Certainly there are not wanting points of contact
with the Diatessaron. There is the preference of the Synoptic to the
Johannine sequence of the events immediately after the Baptism : there
is the total suppression (at the beginning at any rate of the Ministry) of
the Passover of Jo. i i2 : there is the placing of Jo. vi 1 apparently before

1 Apparently a confusion of the TIJS ioprfjs neoovaqs of Jo. vii 14 with the kv rj}
iax^V if*Pf TV /"7°*!7 "?* ioprfis of Jo. vii 37.

* Some of these statements would require modification if the long passage
inserted in Dindorfs edition at the end of § 31—on the authority of the Venice
codex only—is accepted as authoritative: but the passage in question, which
follows closely our present text of St. John, is so hard to reconcile with the
data I have drawn from § 25, that one must at least suppose either that it has
undergone rearrangement or that Epiphanius used two authorities.

 at E
ast C

arolina U
niversity on July 11, 2015

http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/


I2O THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

any visit to Jerusalem : there is the separation of Jo. vii into two parts,
so that ' the last great day of the festival' belongs to some feast other
than the Tabernacles of Jo. vii 2—only in Epiphanius the second part
of the chapter is placed earlier than the first, whereas in Tatian it is
later. For myself, I feel at present neither prepared to affirm nor to
deny that Epiphanius knew the Diatessaron.

One thing, however, Epiphanius was clear about, and that was the
duration of the Ministry: his attempt at harmonising was at least not
dictated by any desire to crush the narrative of the Fourth Gospel into
the framework of a single year. He definitely asserts three Passovers
against the Alogi: and he propounds with complete conviction a cut
and dried chronology extending from the Baptism of Nov. 8 in the
consulship of Silanus and Nerva [A. D. 28] over the whole of the
consulships first of the two Gemini and then of Rufus and Rubellio, to
the Crucifixion on March 20 of the consulship of Vinicius and Longinus
Cassius. By this of course he meant March 20, A. D. 31: but owing to
the blunder—gross even for him—of making two years out of the single
consulship of Geminus Rufus and Geminus Rubellio (consuls for
A. D. 29) he has really named for the Passion the consuls of A. D. 30.

3. EUSEBIUS' CHRONOLOGY OF FELIX AND FESTUS.

Dr. C. ERBES has lately published (Texte und Untersuchungen, New
Series, iv 1, 1899) what he entitles 'critical enquiries about the day of
the martyrdom of the apostles Peter and Paul, and their monuments at
Rome.' It is, however, one portion only of his essay—that which
deals with the date of the arrival of Festus to succeed Felix as pro-
curator of Judaea—that I am anxious, in concluding these chronological
notes, to subject to the tests of a close investigation.

It is well known that while the date of the appointment of Felix can
be fixed without much hesitation at A. D. 52, considerable divergence of
opinion has prevailed over the date of his recall. Writers of the last
generation, from Wieseler down to Lightfoot, adopted the year 60 or
even 61 for the latter event More recent views have tended to push
it further back, Ramsay to 59, Harnack on the authority of Eusebius'
Chronicle to 56, while I myself leant to 58. Erbes, adhering to the
older view and the year 60, attempts to reconcile this with the evidence
of Eusebius by the help of a new theory, which seems so likely to
gain credit as the final solution of the problem, that it may be worth
while to examine it in detail. I proceed, therefore, first to give the
heads of Erbes' argument as I understand it, and then to test them
point by point.

1 Nero came to the throne on October 13, A. D. 54: his predecessor Claudius on
January 24, A. D. 41.
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• (i) 'A. D. 55 (54-55) is the right equation for the year Nero 1 of
Eusebius' Chronicle1, A.D. 56 for Nero 2, and so on.' This is assumed
by Erbes all through.

(2) ' The Chronicle places the recall of Felix and arrival of Festus in
Nero 1 = A. D. 55.' Erbes deduces this from a combination of the
Armenian version, which gives the last year of Claudius, and Jerome's
version, which gives the second year of Nero.

(3) ' The years of the Jewish prince Herod Agrippa II, which start
in the Chronicle with Agrippa 1 = Claudius 5 = A', D. 45, are antedated
by five years, since Agrippa really began to reign in A. D. 50.' Con-
sequently, any event which Eusebius has dated correctly by years of
Agrippa would get five years wrong by his incorrect synchronism with
the Imperial chronology: for instance, if he found in his authority the
arrival of Festus dated in the eleventh year of Agrippa, he would equate
it with Nero 1 = A. D. 55, whereas it really should have been equated
with Nero 6 = A. D. 60. '

(4) ' It is no mere fancy that Eusebius was in fact using a source
which reckoned events by years of Agrippa, so that he antedated them
by five years in the Chronicle: the very next notice to Festus' arrival is
AgrippinaVmurder, which is catalogued under Nero 1, whereas it ought
to appear under Nero 6 = A. D. (59-) 60.'

I now proceed to demonstrate (as I think) the absolute baselessness
of this combination, taking the steps one by one in the same order.

(1) I have shown on other occasions (see 'Chronology of the New
Testament' in Hastings' Dictionary of the Bible I 418, and also 'Early
Episcopal Lists' in J. T. S. for January 1900, p. 188) that Eusebius
can hardly have meant to reckon the years of the emperors simply
from their respective days of accession, but that some permanent corre-
spondence with the Olympiads and years of Abraham must have been
intended—it being at least probable that this continuous system reckoned
the first year of each emperor as commencing in the September following
his accession1. If that is so, Claudius 1 = A. D. (41-) 42, Nero 1 =
A.D. (55-) 56, and so on, so that we ought to equate every event at
this part of the Chronicle with one year later of our own era than Erbes
has done.

(2) If Erbes, when he finds that the Armenian and Jerome differ by
two years in the date of Festus' arrival, just splits the difference between

1 In support of my interpretation of these regnal years of Nero, I may add that
Mr. J. K. Fotheringham informs me that the eclipse recorded under Nero 3 by
Jerome's version (it is omitted by the Armenian, but the Syriac epitome [Schoene,
ii 212] shows that it belongs to the original Eusebius) must be either that of
May 11, A. D. 58, or that of April 30, A.D. 59. Of these two alternatives the
former would tally with my view of Nero's third year (Sept. A. D. 57—Sept.
A. D. 58), but neither could be reconciled with Erbes' equation of the regnal years.

 at E
ast C

arolina U
niversity on July 11, 2015

http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/


122 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

them, this means that he has not yet emancipated himself from the
mistaken ideas which used to prevail about the value of the Armenian
version. I need not elaborate this point, with which I dealt sufficiently,
following in the footsteps of Hort, Lightfoot, and Harnack, in the
article in this JOURNAL already referred to (_/. T. S. January 1900,
pp. 184-187). In the present case it is quite certain that the Armenian
is wrong in putting Festus' arrival under Claudius (Erbes allows this,
and the Syriac epitome proves it), and the evidence of Jerome is enough
to make Nero 2 far more probable than Nero 1. Thus the true
Eusebian date for Festus appears to be Nero 2 = Sept. A. D. 56—
Sept. A. D. 57, while the Erbes-Eusebian date is Nero 1 = Oct. A. D.
54—Oct. A. D. 55. Since the procurators would generally arrive about
June, the net result is a difference of just two years, between June 55
(Erbes) and June 57.

(3) I come now to the pivot of Erbes' whole argument, his theory of
the years of Agrippa. He tells us quite truly that Eusebius reckons
the years of Herod Agrippa II continuously from the death of his
grandfather Herod Agrippa I in A. D. 44, though the younger Agrippa
did not obtain any kingdom at all until some years later: and he argues
from this that Eusebius wrongly placed five years too early in his Im-
perial and Olympiad chronology all events which he found dated by years
of Agrippa. But I see no reason whatever to suppose that the historian
was really ignorant of the gap between the two Agrippas. He had
a column in his Chronicle devoted to Jewish rulers from Judas
Maccabaeus (Ann. Abr. 1857) down to the close of the Temple worship:
and since this column had to be filled somehow, and filled too with
one name only, he has to make Archelaus succeed Herod the Great,
Antipas succeed Archelaus, Agrippa I succeed Antipas, and Agrippa II
succeed Agrippa I, until the column for Jewish dates comes to an end
with the destruction of the Temple. Yet Eusebius, who was a careful
student of Josephus, was surely not ignorant either that Antipas
succeeded as tetrarch on his father's death, or that procurators and
not Antipas followed Archelaus in Judaea, or that Agrippa II continued
king for many years after the Iudaeorum regnum defecit of A. D. 70: why
then should we accuse him of ignorance in the remaining case of the
succession of the second Agrippa? His chronology bound him to
reckon one ruler of the Jews, whether there were more than one, as
in the years following Herod the Great's death, or whether there were
strictly none at all, as in the interval between the two Agrippas. Thus
even if Eusebius had borrowed for his Chronicle events dated by years
of Herod Agrippa II, he would have been quite competent to effect the
necessary adjustment to the chronology of the regnal years and of the
Olympiads.
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(4) Erbes then goes on to adduce one other notice, where he claims
to detect an error of five years in Eusebius' dating, and to explain it by
his hypothesis of years of Agrippa: but this single parallel breaks down
at once under examination. ' The very next event after the arrival of
Festus, Nero's murder of his mother Agrippina, labours under a similar
misplacement of five years.' Now, in the first place, the murder is not
the ' next event' except in the Armenian: Jerome has three notices in
between Festus and Agrippina, and though two of the three are probably
his own addition, the third is shown by both Syncellus and the Syriac
to belong to the original Eusebius. In the second place, the murder
is not dated Nero 1 except in the Armenian: Jerome places it in Nero 41,
that is, on the system of equation explained above, in A. D. (58-) 59,
•which is approximately correct. And when deprived of this supposed
parallel, what probability can be said to be left for explaining any errors
of dating by the misuse of years of Agrippa ?

Dr. Erbes has, however, I am sorry to see, made a convert of
Prof. Ramsay. In an article called 'A second fixed point in the
Pauline chronology' (Expositor, August 1900), Ramsay answers an
article which had appeared in the previous number from the pen of the
American scholar B. W. Bacon. For his defence of myself and other
English scholars against the strictures of Prof. Bacon I am deeply
grateful, and on most of the points at issue between the two professors
I am in complete agreement with him : but when he attacks his oppo-
nent for quoting Eusebius in support of the year 57 for the coming
of Festus, I am compelled to part company. Nero 2 is, as has been
seen, Jerome's date : and Nero 2 is, if I am correct, rightly interpreted
by Prof. Bacon as A. D. 57.

Ramsay, however, follows Erbes in his interpretation of Eusebius,
or even goes beyond him in the one fresh argument which he adduces
in Erbes' support. ' Eusebius mentioned under the year 54 that Felix
was succeeded by Festus. This is shown both by the Armenian
translation and by the order of Syncellus. . . . Jerome was too learned
to keep such a thoroughly false order.' It is certainly true that the
Armenian version puts Festus' arrival in Claudius 12. But it is not
true that Syncellus does so. What Syncellus does give under the reign
of Claudius is exactly what Jerome does, namely the notice of the
arrival of Felix, before ' whom Paul being accused by the Jews made
his defence.' The notice of the arrival of Festus is placed by Syncellus,
as by Jerome and the Syriac, after the accession of Nero. Prof. Ramsay
has, I venture to think, confused the two notices.

C. H. TURNER.
1 So Schoene's edition, and so too the Bodleian MS: one MS, however, of

Schoene's places it in Nero 5, and another as late as Nero 6.
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